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This technical report describes the data collection of the International Self-
report Delinquency Study (ISRD3) in Finland.
Summary 
 ● Launched in 1992, the International Self-report Delinquency Study 
(ISRD) is an internationally comparative survey on the crime victimiza-
tion and offending of young people. 
 ● The ISRD3 targets school grades 7 to 9 (age bracket 12–16).
 ● Finland has participated in the ISRD1 (1992) and ISRD2 (2006). 
 ● The Finnish ISRD3 data was collected in Helsinki and Turku, 
January–March 2013. The data were collected using an online survey 
in school computer classes.
 ● Helsinki and Turku were chosen as research sites because of their 
previous participation in self-report delinquency surveys. Helsinki was 
the Finnish research site in ISRD1 and ISRD2. Surveys based on ISRD 
questionnaire have been conducted in Turku as well (1993 and 2001). 
Therefore, the Finnish measurements create city-level time series.  
 ● Initial descriptive Finnish findings have been published in a 
separate research brief (Kivivuori et al. 2014). The Finnish data will 
be further analysed later in comparative context, as part of the cross-
national ISRD database. 
 ● This technical report describes the collection of the Finnish ISRD3 
data.
1   Background and Objectives1 
Launched in 1992, the International Self-report Delinquency Study (ISRD) is 
an internationally comparative survey on the crime victimization and offend-
ing of young people. The fi rst sweep took place in 1990–1992 (Junger-Tas 
et al. 1994), and the second sweep in 2005–2007 (Junger-Tas et al. 2010, 
2012; Enzmann et al. 2010). The current third sweep is scheduled to take 
place between 2012 and 2014. 
The ISRD project has two major objectives. First, the ISRD explores 
and tests theoretical issues related to juvenile delinquency, while maintain-
ing relevance for policy purposes. Second, the ISRD aims at observing 
and comparing the patterns and risk factors of offending and victimization 
cross-nationally. 
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2   The Standard ISRD3 Design
The ISRD is a standardized self-report survey conduct-
ed in school settings among pupils in grades 7, 8 and 
9 (or equivalent age range 12–16), randomly selected 
from schools in two medium or large cities in a number 
of countries. While all methodologies have limitations, 
the self-report method is regarded as a reliable and 
valid research method within its domain of application 
(Junger-Tas & Marshall 1999; Kivivuori 2011). 
Questionnaire. The ISRD3 questionnaire consists 
of a core set of fi xed questions, paired with a fl exible 
part which can vary in different sweeps. The main 
outcome variables of the study include questions on 
crime victimization and offending by the respondent. 
There is also a broad spectrum of theoretical variables 
for analytic purposes. The relevant theories include 
social control, strain, institutional anomie, situational 
action and routine activities theories. 
For country-specifi c purposes, it is possible to add 
one or more optional modules of questions at the end 
of the questionnaire.
The ISRD3 questionnaire is modelled after the 
ISRD2 instrument, with a number of modifi cations. A 
number of comparisons between ISRD2 and ISRD3 
fi ndings will however remain possible.
There are two versions of the ISRD3 questionnaire: 
pencil-and-paper and computerized (online). The com-
puterized version is identical to the pencil-and-paper 
version, with the addition of follow-up questions at the 
end of the questionnaire. The online follow-up ques-
tions are triggered by selected primary questions on 
victimization and offending. The online ISRD3 thus 
yields more information on the circumstances of the 
crimes than the paper-and-pencil format.
Consent procedure. In school-based research, the 
required parental consent policies are highly relevant 
for data interpretation and comparison among research 
sites. It is known that different school-access and 
parental-consent policies result in differential rates and 
types of non-response (Marshall 2010).
Consent policies vary in regard to how much they 
invest parents with powers to exclude students. In 
opt-in policy, only students whose parents have given 
explicit permission can participate. In opt-out policy, 
parental permission is assumed in the absence of 
exclusionary intent; thus, all students whose parents 
have not forbidden participation can participate. In 
respondent informed consent policy, the personal deci-
sion of the respondent is suffi cient: the child decides 
for himself or herself.
According to the ISRD standard design, each 
country participant must follow the applicable laws 
and regulations of the research site. In every case, 
the ISRD protocol requires informed consent by the 
respondents (responding is voluntary). In online data 
collection, it is recommended that respondents can 
skip individual questions if they so choose2. If parental 
consent procedure is used, the ISRD project recom-
mends an opt-out policy where parents state explicitly 
their exclusionary intent if they want to exclude the 
child from the study.
Sample. The ISRD is a city-based survey. There 
should be a minimum of two medium or large cities in 
each country (preferably those used in ISRD2). ‘Me-
dium’ and ‘large’ city is defi ned by the country itself. 
Nationally representative surveys are possible, as 
long as there is an oversampling of two cities to allow 
for international city-based comparison. It is also pos-
sible to have more than two cities and more than one 
research team in a single country, but the operations 
need to be coordinated. 
The standard sampling unit is the school class. 
Schools can be used as sampling units if class-based 
sampling is impossible. In both cases, probability pro-
portional to size sampling is used.
The targeted age group is 12–16, which parallels 
7th, 8th and 9th grade in most countries. Adjustments 
in grade level need to be made if needed. Age range 
may be expanded – as an option – by including 6th 
grade (11 years) and 10th grade (17 years).
Each city sample should have at least 300 students 
per grade (achieved sample), yielding the minimum of 
900 students per city (7th, 8th and 9th grade). Because 
there will be two cities per country, the country sample 
will be at least 1,800 pupils.
Data collection. It is recommended that the data 
collection situations are supervised by an external 
research assistant.
Schedule and data merging. The aim is to collect 
data in all countries between September 2012 and 
December 2014. Data entry will be standardized and 
coordinated. The data merging is performed by the 
Steering Committee. 
Note that this technical report refers to the primary 
national data collection; the national composite parts 
of the fi nal combined ISRD3 dataset may differ in 
terms of respondent numbers etc. due to the specifi c 
principles and checks applied during the central data 
merging process.
2 This also makes the online and paper-and-pencil data collection modes more similar, as it is always possible to skip individual 
questions in paper-and-pencil data collection.
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Steering Committee. The ISRD is coordinated by 
the Steering Committee. It is chaired by Ineke Haen 
Marshall (Northeastern University, USA). The other 
members include Dirk Enzmann (Hamburg University), 
Mike Hough (Birkbeck College, University of London), 
Martin Killias (University of St. Gallen, Switzerland), 
Janne Kivivuori (National Research Institute of Legal 
Policy, Finland) and Majone Steketee (Verwey-Jonker 
Institute, the Netherlands).
 
3   The Finnish ISRD3 Data Collection
The Finnish ISRD3 data was collected in Helsinki and 
Turku, January–March 2013, as an online survey in 
school computer classes. The general summary of the 
basic features of the Finnish data collection is shown 
in Table 1. 
Further relevant information is shown separately 
below, focusing on methodological features with 
specifi c relevance for international comparisons. For 
instance, it is important to consider the role of school 
access refusals and individual-level response rates 
when the international results are compared. This is 
so both in terms of prevalence rate comparison and 
risk factor analyses.
This technical report also describes the Finnish 
national module (see Section 5 below, and the Ap-
pendix).
3.1 The Finnish school system
As ISRD is a school-based delinquency and victimiza-
tion survey, the national school system is an important 
methodological context. 
In Finland, the offi cial register of schools incorpo-
rates a variable dividing the schools into three catego-
ries: municipal, state and private schools. However, 
this is a formal classifi cation. All schools follow the 
same curriculum and students are initially allocated to 
schools based on local catchment areas. Schooling in 
a ‘private school’ is thus also free (no school fees, free 
school meals for all).
3.2 Preparatory works
In Finland, the ISRD3 questionnaire was tested in 
March, 2012 with 55 respondents from a single school. 
This test contributed to the questionnaire development 
by the Steering Committee.
The impact of supervision type on school-based 
delinquency surveys has been examined in Finland in 
a randomized controlled trial (Kivivuori et al. 2013). The 
fi ndings indicated that there were no major differences 
between external and teacher supervision modes, 
yet it is possible that for some offences, external su-
pervision yields higher prevalence rates of offending. 
The Finnish ISRD3 opted for external supervision by 
NRILP research assistants (but see Table 6 below). 
The impact of supervision mode on response validity 
probably varies in different cultural conditions, with 
high-trust cultures such as Finland and Switzerland 
possibly showing fewer differentials between the basic 
supervision conditions (Kivivuori et al. 2013).
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3.3 Selection of Cities
Helsinki and Turku were chosen as Finnish research 
sites because of their previous participation in city-
level self-report delinquency surveys. Helsinki was the 
Finnish research site in ISRD1 and ISRD2 (Aromaa 
1994; Salmi 2007; Kivivuori 2007). A survey based 
on the ISRD questionnaire was conducted in Turku 
in 1993 (Aromaa & Laitinen 1993), even though this 
was not included in the international report. Turku had 
additionally an independent non-ISRD measurement 
in 2002 (Elonheimo 2002). Therefore, the Finnish 
measurements will continue to create city-level time 
series. Table 2 shows the Finnish participation in ISRD 
sweeps.
Selected demographic indicators of the Finnish 
study sites are shown in Table 3 below.




Grade level inclusion 7th, 8th and 9th grade students
School type inclusion All types (municipal, state, and private schools)
Sampling unit Class
Sampling frame List of all classes in Helsinki and Turku
Sampling method Probability proportional to size
Stratification City, grade, school language, school location in high immigration area
Questionnaire
Questionnaire Standard ISRD3 online (standard format in questions & response options)
Survey type Online survey
Software Unipark
Optional modules included Crosswise response integrity question
Optional questions & modules excluded Unspecified minority, animal cruelty, gang questions
National module Dating Control, see section 5 and Appendix
Translation From English to Finnish and Swedish
Translation precedents ISRD2 questionnaires, Sweden's ISRD2 questionnaire
Fieldwork
Fieldwork started 9 January 2013
Fieldwork ended 19 March 2013
Place of responding School computer classes
Supervision of data collection situations External supervisors (NRILP research assistants)
Deviations from standard procedure In 25 % of the classes, teacher remained in the room
Data collector training One-day training to ensure standard procedure, phone support
School contacts organized by Research assistants, coordinating research assistant
Supervisor form used Yes
Data entry software Not applicable
Permissions and consent policy
Research permission by City Education Departments, and each headmaster
Research participation Voluntary, informed consent
Possibility to skip individual questions Yes (through pop-up window which allows skipping the question)
Ethics code reference Finnish Advisory Board on Research Integrity (2009)
Parental concent policy Opt-outa
Number of students excluded by parents 10
Weights
Country weight Corrects for stratification when Finland is used as a single unit
City weight Corrects for stratification when Helsinki and Turku are used as separate units
a) As applied by headmaster. Information material/letters provided by research project. 
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3.4 Access to schools
The Finnish sample was drawn from a list of classes 
in research cities. Since the decision to participate is 
taken at the level of schools (the principal of the school 
has the fi nal say even when municipal-level permission 
exists), there is reason to examine school-level attri-
tion. The school access threshold poses a consider-
able validity threat to analysis, if school refusals are 
correlated with the central outcome measures of the 
study, or with potential risk factors (such as the social 
characteristics of the area or student population). 
As indicated in Table 4 below, two schools in 
Helsinki refused access, mainly complaining about 
Table 2 Finnish participation in ISRD sweeps
Sweep 1 Sweep 2 Sweep 3 N of sweeps
Helsinki 1992 2006 2013 3
Turku 1993a 2013 2
a) Data not available in electronic format
Finland Helsinki Turku Explanation
Population 5426674 603968 180225 Total population
10–19 year olds, % 11,3 9,0 9,1 % of 10–19 year olds, of the total population
10–19 year olds, males, % 11,7 9,6 9,6 % of 10–19 year old males, of the male population
10–19 year olds, females, % 10,8 8,4 8,6 % of 10–19 year old females, of the female population
Gender ratioa
Total population 96,6 89,1 89,9 Number of males per 100 females in the total population
10–19 year olds 104,3 101,0 99,9 Number of males per 100 females among 10–19 year olds
Immigration 
First generation immigrants 4,4 10,5 7,4 % of first generation immigrants in the total population 
Second generation immigrants 0,8 2,1 1,6 % of second generation immigrant ins the population
Immigrants total 5,2 12,6 9,1 % of persons with immigrant background in the population
a) Males per 100 females.
Source: Statistics Finland 2012. 
Table 3 Selected population statistics in the cities of Finnish ISRD3 (2012)
an increasing infl ux of studies to schools. Thus, the 
overall school participation rate was high.
3.5 Sample and nonresponse 
The overall response rate in the Finnish ISRD3 was 
84 per cent, as calculated from the offi cial full number 
of students in the sampled classes (Table 5). The de-
tailed fi gures are shown in Table 5 below. In opt-out 
parental consent policy, very few parents excluded 
their children.
Finland Helsinki Turku
Schools in the original samplea 49 37 12
Schools refusing entry 2 2 0
School-level participation rate (%) 95,9 94,6 100
Indications of selective entry refusals:b None
b) Refers to any signs that school refusal was selective (in terms of area, school type, etc)
Table 4 School-level refusals in the Finnish ISRD-3
a) The actual sample was class-based, this shows in how many schools the classes were
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In this section, data features and problems which can 
potentially impact cross-national comparability are 
described.
Teacher presence. The ISRD3 supervisor question-
naire was used during the Finnish data collection. This 
form was fi lled in by the research assistant who was 
supervising the data collection in the classroom. Some 
of the key features of the data collection situations are 
shown in Table 6. It is notable that in 25 per cent of the 
data collection situations, the teacher remained in the 
classroom, a deviation from recommended procedure3. 
3 This situation opens the option to examine the impact of teacher presence (see also Kivivuori et al. 2013).
Table 6 Data collection situations, ISRD3 in Finland, % of classes
Total Helsinki Turku
Teacher presence (% of classes):
Not at all 14 19 9
During introduction only 61 62 59
Present during data collection 25 19 32
Disturbance & noise reported (% of classes):
None 49 57 40
Some 33 33 32
Several incidents 12 5 18
Many incidents 7 3 11
Technical problems reported (% of classes):
None 70 81 58
Some 26 18 35
Multiple 4 2 7
N 119 63 56
Technical problems. The supervisor forms also con-
tain reports about technical problems observed in the 
fi eld. Overall, in 32 of the 119 classes, the supervisor 
submitted an open-ended description about the nature 
of the problem. Often these problems were localized 
to a single computer or single respondent, rather than 
refl ecting more general technical failures. Mostly, the 
technical problems appear to have been related to 
internet links. Importantly, these problem reports do 
not indicate that the respondent would have been un-
able to submit a response (see Table 5 above showing 
the high overall response rate). In Table 7 below, half 
(every other) of the problem descriptions are listed. 
Table 5 Sample characteristics, individual respondent 
Total Helsinki Turku
Student population (grades 7-9) 17715 13559 4156
Students in sample classes 2617 1343 1274
Parental consent based attrition:
Because parents did not respond to consent query a 0 0 0
Because parents excluded childb 10 9 1
Total N of students excluded by parental consent policy 10 9 1
% of students excluded by parental decision 0,38 0,67 0,08
Students absent for other reasons 320 190 130
Students present during data collection 2287 1144 1143
Students present but not respondingc 84 28 56
Achieved N of respondents 2203 1116 1087
Response rate (%) 84,2 83,1 85,3
a) Note that this is applicable only in opt-in parental consent policy
b) Note that this is applicable in opt-in and opt-out parental consent policy
c) This figure includes students who were in the class but did not respond, or who submitted a joking
response excluded in national dat cleaning
4   Field operations: Problems and Unexpected Incidents
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5   Additional Questions
The ISRD design allows countries to attach additional 
questions to the end of the standard questionnaire. In 
ISRD3, the Finnish national module measured efforts 
by family or kin to prevent or end dating relationships in 
the sub-population or respondents with past or present 
6   Data Entry
Since online data collection was used, data entry 
software was not needed to transform information to 
electronic format. 
 
7   Concluding Notes
Overall, the Finnish data collection proceeded well ac-
cording to the plan. Of all schools initially included in 
the sample, 96 per cent gave research permission. At 
the level of individuals, the achieved response rate (84 
per cent) was high and exceeded the recent response 
rate (80 per cent) of the Finnish national delinquency 
survey (FSRD-2012). Possibly, this difference refl ects 
the ISRD use of external data collectors whose motiva-
tion and instructions to ensure high student participa-
tion was high. 
The observation that teachers remained in the 
classrooms in 25 per cent of the data collection situ-
ations was a minor surprise. This calls for method-
Table 7 Selected technical problem descriptions
Did not accept the codeword even though the link was correct, finally after 6 attempts we succeeded
Malfunctions in some of the computers
Login was slow, we missed one Ethernet cable
Questions about "how many times" the software was slow but functioned in the end
Few students had problems at login
Problems with the school machines; program failure for one student but he/she started again
Broken keypad
Software was slow for one respondent
Survey collapsed 3 times, students had to start again
Some of the machines functioned really slow
Web browser collapsed for one student
Problems in web connections
Student codeword was wrong
Some of the machines were slow, probably due to slow internet link
For one respondent, the program collapsed twice and he/she did not start again
One girl was unable to login
dating experience. The translated Finnish Dating Con-
trol Module is shown in the Appendix. Topically these 
questions can be seen as supplementing the standard 
social control questions of the ISRD3 questionnaire.
ological analysis of the nature and impact of teacher 
presence. Prior randomized studies of teacher pres-
ence effects (Kivivuori et al. 2013) are only partially 
relevant because in the ISRD, teacher presence can 
be correlated with the outcome measure of the study 
(delinquency of the students). This is not the case in 
the RCT design where students are randomly allocated 
to supervision conditions.
There were also some technical problems, but 
these were mostly localized to single computers and 
students, and their overall impact on response rate 
was very small. Both school participation rate and 
the student response rate were high in spite of some 
technical problems.
While school access has been relatively straight-
forward in Finland, there are signs that access is 
becoming more diffi cult. While school principals are 
typically favourably disposed to research, municipal-
level decision makers appear to be increasingly critical 
when contemplating research permissions. So far, 
access has been possible in Finland, but in the future 
this cannot be taken for granted. 
Translation divergence. For victimization (q4.1), 
the standard ISRD3 questionnaire uses a statement 
(“Someone wanted you...?”) in extortion/robbery, as-
sault, theft and hate crime items, while a question (“Has 
your mother of father...?”) is used in cyberbullying, 
parental physical punishment and parental maltreat-
ment items. Due to a translation error, the Finnish 
questionnaire applies the question structure in  all seven 
victimization items, and thus deviates from the standard 
grammatical structure in the fi rst four victimization items.
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Appendix: Dating Control Module
Questions about dating
12.1. Have you ever had a boyfriend or a girlfriend? 
□ No  [For 9th grade, move to social desirability; for others; move to end of survey] 
□ Yes
[Screen change] 
The next questions are about former and current dating relationships.  
12.2. Has it ever happened to you that someone from your family or from your kin would have tried to prevent 
or end your dating relationship? 
□ Never  □ Yes, once  □ Yes, more than once
[If ‘never’, 9th graders move to social desirability, others go to end of survey page.]
[If ‘yes, once’, or ‘yes, more than once’, screen change to next set of questions.]
The next questions are about the most recent situation in which a member of your family or kin tried to prevent 
or end your dating relationship.
12.3. Was that because of the national/ethnic origin of your boyfriend/girlfriend differs/differed from yours?
□ no, because we come from the same national/ethnic origin
□ no, even though we come from different national/ethnic origins
□ yes, to a small extent
□ yes, to some extent
□ yes, to a great extent
12.4. Describe in your own words, for what reason was there this attempt to prevent or end your dating rela-
tionship? ___________________________
12.5. Were any of the following actions taken to prevent or end your dating relationship? (Tick all that apply). 
□ you were told to end dating
□ you were forbidden to meet him/her
□ pocket money or other monetary benefi t was not given to you
□ you were forbidden to go out (house arrest)
□ you were threatened with physical punishment
□ you were physically punished ⁯ in some other way, describe how: _________
